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Remarks 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is requested in view of the following 
remarks. For the reasons set forth below, Applicant respectfully submits that the claimed 
invention is allowable over the cited references. 

The Office Action dated April 1 9, 2005, presented the following objections and 
rejections. The Abstract, Fig. 1, and claims 1, 3 and 7 are objected to for informalities. 
Claims 1, 4, and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Denno etal. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,287,067); claims 7, 8, and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) over Oura et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,038,267) in further view of Juneil (U.S. Patent No. 6,181,755); claims 2 
and 3 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Denno et al, in further view of Oura et 
al and Juneil; and claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Denno etal in 
view of Oura et al. No statement of rejection was presented for claim 10. 

With respect to the Abstract, Applicant has amended the Abstract to satisfy the 
single-paragraph requirement Applicant accordingly requests that the objection be 
removed. 

With respect to the drawings, Applicant respectfully traverses the objection because 
sufficient structural detail has been provided for a proper understanding of the disclosed 
invention. For example, block 24 of Fig. 1 is depicted in Fig. 2 and described in detail in the 
Specification (£?.#., pages 3-9). Fig. 2 contains detailed equations that express the function 
of block 24. Additionally, Fig. 3 (described in the Specification at page 5, lines 3-13) 
contains equations that express the detailed function of block 60 from Fig. 2. The drawings, 
therefore, contain extensive details regarding the example embodiment(s) supporting 
Applicant's invention. Applicant notes that 37 C.FuR. § 1.83(a) indicates that conventional 
features (e.g., well known features) "should be illustrated in the drawing in the form of a 
graphical drawing symbol or a labeled representation {e.g., a labeled rectangular box)." 
As described in the specification at page 3, lines 14-33 and page 4, lines 1-2 (and not 
inconsistent with these regulations), the remaining: blocks would be recognized and 
understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art. Thus, the remaining blocks, in terms of 
37 C i\R. § 1 .83(a), are conventional features. Applicant, therefore, requests that the 
objection to the drawings be removed. 
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Regarding the objection to claim 1, Applicant submits that PSK modulation is a 
well-known term and that one skilled in the art would understand its meaning. However, in 
an effort to facilitate prosecution Applicant has arfaended claim 1 by replacing the acronym 
PSK with the corresponding term "phase-shift keying." Applicant accordingly requests that 
the objection be removed. 

Regarding the objection to claim 3, Applicant has amended claim 3 to address the 

s 

informality in accordance with the Examiner's suggestion. Applicant accordingly requests 
that the objection be removed. 

With respect to claims 1, 2 and 7, Applicant has removed the reference numbers and 
steps cited in the claims. Applicant accordingly requests that the objection to claim 7 be 
removed 

Applicant respectfully notes that claim 1 0 is not included in any of the statements of 
rejection. See MPEP § 707.07(d). As claim 10 is not rejected, Applicant requests that claim 
10 be allowed. 

Applicant respectfully traverses each of th s prior art rejections (Section 102(b) and 
1 03(a)) in view of the asserted prior art, because the Office Action fails to present prior art 
teaching (alone or in combination) that corresponds to the claimed invention, and for the 
§ 103(a) rejections, that evidence of motivation is ijacking and the invention has not been 
considered "as a whole." 

i 

Lack of correspondence j 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 1 , 4, and 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over 
Denno etal (U.S. Patent No. 5,287,067). The Of ice Action fails to identify where the 
Denno '067 reference teaches calculation means a id means for detecting and correcting 
phase jumps, as claimed. Applicant fails to recogi|ize where the cited portions of the Denno 
4 067 reference teach phase jump detection and correction and initial and final sequences, as 
claimed. The cited portions fail to teach the above] mentioned claim limitations; rather, these 

citations teach estimating frequency and phase errcjjr (e.g. "estimating frequency 

i 

error. . .estimating an initial phase error" at column! 3, lines 16-3 1 ), and a phase-offset 
compensation (e.g. "This enables a phase-offset detector 16 to efficiently detect the phase 
offset" at column 4, lines 52-53). As these citations fail to correspond to all limitations 
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(including, for example, those directed to phase jiimp detection), the § 102(b) rejection 
should be withdrawn. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 7, 8, and 9 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over the Oura 267 reference in view of the Junell *755 reference. The Office 
Action fails to present a combination of referenced that corresponds to the claimed 
invention. For example, the Office Action fails tc| identify where the Oura *267 reference 
teaches modifying initial sequences so as to prodiice a plurality of modified sequences, as 
claimed. 

With particular respect to the Section 103(ja) rejection of claims 2 and 3 over the 
Denno reference in view of the Oura and Junell references, Applicant submits that the 
Office Action also fails to present a combination <)f references that corresponds to the 
claimed invention. The Office Action acknowledges that the Denno 6 067 reference fails to 
teach each of the means for modifying, means for {calculating straight line equations, and 
means for calculating the initial sequence, as claimed in claim 2. In an attempt to overcome 
this deficiency, the Office Action relies on the teachings of the Oura '267 reference. 
However, the relied-upon portions of Oura also fejl to teach at least, for example, the 
claimed means for calculating the initial sequence land the modified sequences. The cited 
portion at column 4, lines 52-53 only mentions a phase-offset compensation (e.g. 'This 
enables a phase-offset detector 16 to efficiently dejtect the phase offset"), while failing to 
teach an initial sequence and a modified sequence] Since neither reference teaches the 
claimed means for calculating the initial sequence jand the modified sequences, Applicant 
submits that the combined teachings necessarily fiiil to correspond to the claimed invention. 

With particular reference to the reliance orj the RLS reference, this reference does 
not support the Examiner's assertion of well-knovyn teaching concerning mean difference. 
Applicant submits that the Office Action fails to sliiow how the cited references teach the use 
of the mean difference and that this RLS reference; does not overcome this deficiency. In 
particular, Applicant was unable to find any mentipn of the use of mean difference in the 
RLS reference. The Office Action claims that a relationship exists between minimized error 
calculated and the mean difference but does not attempt to align these claim limitations with 
the cited teachings of the asserted prior art 
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For example, Applicant submits that the J^mell *755 reference fails to teach the use 
of such mean difference between an initial sequence and a modified sequence. As discussed 
above, the references fail to teach supplying both an initial and a modified sequence and 
Applicant was unable to find the use of mean difference in the cited RLS reference. 
Moreover, Applicant submits that simply establisljiing a relationship exists between 
minimized error calculated and the mean difference does not suggest motivation to use the 
mean difference for the purposes of Applicant's invention (MPEP § 2 143.01 ). Applicant, 
therefore, respectfully submits that the claimed indention is patentably distinct from the 
cited prior art. Applicant submits that the Office ^ction fails to establish correspondence as 
required for maintaining the § 1 03 rejections pertaining to the Junell '755 reference. 

Applicant also traverses the rejection of clfaim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the 
Denno reference in view of the Oura reference for, the reasons set forth above in connection 
with the rejections of claims 1 and 4. 

Without a presentation of correspondence ito each of the claimed limitations, the 
prior art rejections cannot be maintained. Applicant accordingly requests that the rejection 
be withdrawn. ! 

The SI 03 rejections have not considered trie claimed invention "as a whole" 



Applicant further submits that the §1 03 rejjsctions have not considered the claimed 
invention "as a whole" (§1 03(a)). As addressed atj MPEP § 2141 .02, discovering the 
source or cause of a problem is part of the "as a Miole" inquiry. The combined teachings 
(as asserted via the claim rejections) not only fail \o provide teachings that correspond to 
Applicant's invention, the combined teachings als$ fail to address one of the important 
problems addressed by Applicant's invention. As described at page 2, lines 7-9 of the 
Applicant's Specification, "When the sequence of phases. . .includes one or various phase 
jumps, the frequency estimate obtained is inaccurajte." Accordingly, the combined teachings 
do not correspond in terms of the claimed invention when considered "as a whole" and the 
rejections should be withdrawn. 

The g 1 03 rejections are not supported bv eiadence of motivation 
With regards to the rejections of claims 2, 3 and 5, the proposed modification of 
Denno (with teachings from Oura, or Oura and Jun ell) is improper because the proposed 
modification would render Denno unsatisfactory fc t its intended purpose. See MPEP 
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§ 2143.01 . The purpose of the Denno reference is to achieve high-speed error correction 
without the use of a complicated circuit configuration or a significant delay, as stated at Col. 
3, lines 5-12, by requiring extra circuits and creating extra delay. Specifically, Oura's 
method of detecting frequency offset is directed at determining a frequency-offset of a 
locally generated unmodulated signal (e.g., Fig. 1 9 block 1 1) whereas Denno's method of 
phase-offset calculation compares modulated complex signals and demodulated complex 
signals {e.g., Col. 5, lines 1-24) to determine a frequency error. The proposed combination 
of Denno and Oura would require two error calculation circuits. Applicant, therefore, 
submits that the proposed modification of Denno by Oura would frustrate Denno's purpose 
of correction of error at high speed, and without a comphcated circuit configuration or a 
significant delay, as stated at Col. 3, lines 5-12, by requiring extra circuits and creating extra 
delay. Consistent with MPEP § 2143.01, the skilled artisan would not be led to modify the 
Denno reference and the rejection is improper. 

In view of the above discussion, Applicant believes that the rejections have been 
overcome and the application is in condition for allowance. A favorable response is 
requested. Should there be any remaining issues that could be readily addressed over the 
telephone, the Examiner may contact the undersigned, Mr. Peter Zawilski, of Philips 
Corporation at (408) 474-9063 . 

Please direct all correspondence to: 



Philips Intellectual Property & Standards 
1 109 McKay Drive; Mail Stop SJ41 
San Jose, C A 95131 
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